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To: Garcia, David[Garcia.David@epa.gov]; Stenger, Wren[stenger.wren@epa.gov], Payne,
James[payne.james@epa.gov]; Seager, Cheryl[Seager.Cheryl@epa.gov]

Cc: Dwyer, Stacey[Dwyer.Stacey@epa.govl; Hamilton, Denise[Hamilton.Denise@epa.gov};
Larsen, Brent[Larsen.Brent@epa.govi}; Price, Lisa[Price.Lisa@epa.gov]; Donaldson,
Guy[Donaldson.Guy@epa.gov}; Robinson, Jeffrey[Robinson.Jeffrey@epa.govi; Jones,
Bruced[Jones.Bruced@epa.gov}; Alvarado, Tina[Alvarado.Tina@epa.govl]; Smith,
Suzanne[Smith.Suzanne@epa.gov]; Gillespie, David[Gillespie.David@epa.gov}; Gilrein,
Stephen{gilrein.stephen@epa.gov]; Thompson, Steve[thompson.steve@epa.gov}; Magee,
Melanie[Magee.Melanie@epa.gov}; Shaikh, Taimur[Shaikh. Taimur@epa.gov}

From: Lawrence, Rob

Sent: Wed 3/28/2018 8:43:15 PM

Subject: LOOP - "introduction" meeting with RA/DRA - Monday, April 2

LOOP bullet points.docx

LOOP water 2018 Feb 22 .doc

LOOP Air Emission WE Care Overview 022218.docx

The meeting with LOOP is now set for Monday, April 2, in Baton Rouge. Location of the
meeting to be determined.

Now we need to provide Anne and David with the latest background information that they will
need. I doubt that they are to debate the fine points of NEPA or federal jurisdiction, but we do
need to develop the latest information.

Attached are the latest versions of the Air and Water briefing sheets and my “short version” of a
summary of key points. But these need to be reviewed and revised immediately. For example,
they were written before LOOP’s outside counsel alleged that EPA had no jurisdiction for the
facility under the Clean Air not the Clean Water acts. And now that everyone 1s looking at
Subpart Y MACT requirements for Marine Terminals with vessel loading operations and LOOP
starting loading crude carriers in February (second tanker filled this week), they probably fall
under requirement for their 3 mooring buoys.

Can everyone get back to me by NOON tomorrow (Thursday, March 29) with suggested edits
using redline/strike? Sorry for the short fuse.

Rob Lawrence

Region 6

Policy Advisor - Energy Issues
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To: Harrison, Ben[Harrison.Ben@epa.gov]
Cc: Alvarado, Tina[Alvarado.Tina@epa.gov]}
From: Gillespie, David

Sent: Thur 4/5/2018 7:25:16 PM

Subject: RE: Schedule for April 20

| should be here. | don't remember seeing a briefing sheet--I have asked Pooja at HQ if they have
anything used for their front office.

David Gillespie
gillespie.david@epa.gov
(214) 665-7467

From: Harrison, Ben

Sent: Thursday, April 05, 2018 2:15 PM

To: Gillespie, David <Gillespie.David@epa.gov>; Alvarado, Tina <Alvarado.Tina@epa.gov>
Subject: Schedule for April 20

Are you scheduled to be off on Friday, April 207 If so, would you be willing to change and come in for at
least a couple of hours? The General Counsel is going to be in the office. I'm going over issues to brief
him on, there are a couple of items for you two. Specifically, the OCS general permit challenge, LOOP
facility and possibly Oklahoma NESHAP delegation.

Also, do either of you have a briefing paper on the OCS permit that could be updated?

Sent from my iPhone
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To: Parikh, Pooja[Parikh.Pooja@epa.govl]

Cc: Alvarado, Tina[Alvarado.Tina@epa.gov}

From: Gillespie, David

Sent: Thur 4/5/2018 7:24:14 PM

Subject: FW: Schedule for April 20 [CBD challenge of the OCS general permit]

Pooja,

Please see below. Does HQ have anything like a briefing sheet for the CBD lawsuit (maybe something
used for the front office)?

Thanks,
David
David Gillespie

gillespie.david@epa.gov
(214) 665-7467

From: Harrison, Ben

Sent: Thursday, April 05, 2018 2:15 PM

To: Gillespie, David <Gillespie.David@epa.gov>; Alvarado, Tina <Alvarado.Tina@epa.gov>
Subject: Schedule for April 20

Are you scheduled to be off on Friday, April 207 If so, would you be willing to change and come in for at
least a couple of hours? The General Counsel is going to be in the office. I'm going over issues to brief
him on, there are a couple of items for you two. Specifically, the OCS general permit challenge, LOOP
facility and possibly Oklahoma NESHAP delegation.

Also, do either of you have a briefing paper on the OCS permit that could be updated?

Sent from my iPhone
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To: Alvarado, Tina[Alvarado.Tina@epa.gov}
From: Dwyer, Stacey

Sent: Wed 4/4/2018 4:58:55 PM

Subject: FW: Preliminary Draft BE for LOOP

FYI

From: Chen, Isaac

Sent: Thursday, March 08, 2018 1:24 PM

To: Dwyer, Stacey <Dwyer.Stacey@epa.gov>

Cc: Larsen, Brent <Larsen.Brent@epa.gov>; Hamilton, Denise <Hamilton. Denise(@epa.gov>
Subject: Preliminary Draft BE for LOOP

Chen, Isaac has shared a OneDrive for Business file with vou. To view if, click the link below.
0018 LOOP ESA BE vi.docx

Stacey,

Attached please find my first draft BE for LOOP. I am still waiting information:

1)  FWS to provide more details regarding bird species

2)  LDEQ/LOOP on Outfall 004 brine discharge frequency, volume and duration

3) LDEQ/LOOP on CWIS design/operation data for Outfall 015 which discharge >4 MGD
cooling water

Isaac
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To: Dwyer, Stacey[Dwyer.Stacey@epa.govl; Larsen, Brent[Larsen.Brent@epa.govl]; Chen,
Isaac[Chen.lsaac@epa.gov}; Hamilton, Denise[Hamilton.Denise@epa.govl; Gillespie,
David[Gillespie.David@epa.gov]; Alvarado, Tina[Alvarado.Tina@epa.gov}

From: Lawrence, Rob

Sent: Tue 7/25/2017 4:57:07 PM

Subject: Bloomberg News: America’s Biggest Oil Port Looks to Be Hub for Shale Exports (LOOP in the
News)

Hmmm

Rob Lawrence
Region 6
Policy Advisor - Energy Issues

214.665.6580

From: Casso, Ruben

Sent: Tuesday, July 25,2017 11:41 AM

To: Lawrence, Rob <Lawrence.Rob@epa.gov>

Subject: America’s Biggest Oil Port Looks to Be Hub for Shale Exports

America’s Biggest Oil Port Looks to Be Hub for Shale Exports
Posted: Jul 25, 2017, 8:14 AM EDT

By Hailey Waller and Sheela Tobben

The biggest U.S. oil-import hub wants to grab a piece of surging North American crude
exports.

Louisiana Offshore Oil Port, the only terminal along the U.S. Gulf Coast able to handle a
fully laden supertanker, is gauging interest from shippers in sending crude overseas on
the world’s biggest ships by early next year. The port would continue to take in foreign
oil, LOOP LLC said in an emailed statement July 24.

Ports are competing to fill the needs of domestic oil producers looking for outlets for

their growing supply. At the same time, the boom from U.S. shale fields and Canadian
oil-sands mines has reduced refiners’ need for imported oil. LOOP’s ability to handle
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tankers capable of carrying 2 million barrels in their holds would reduce shipping costs
for companies looking to send crude to refiners in Asia.

“LOORP is the most obvious place for U.S. crude exports since as a deepwater port it
makes it more manageable to load up a large ship such as a VLCC,” Sandy Fielden,
director of commodities and energy research at Morningstar Inc., said by phone from
Austin, Texas. “lt makes huge sense from a logistical perspective as it will allow for
more efficient cargo shipments.”

Currently, shippers have to load oil onto smaller tankers in ports such as Houston or
Corpus Christi, Texas, that then transfer their cargoes onto Very Large Crude Carriers
sitting offshore. That adds cost and time to the shipments. While Corpus Christi
received its first VLCC at the end of May, the port’'s channel isn’t deep enough for a ship
that size to load a full cargo.

Nigerian and Saudi Arabian oil will continue being unloaded from massive supertankers
at LOOP’s marine terminal 17 miles offshore and pumped into storage caverns one-third
of a mile under its Clovelly Hub in Louisiana, as it has for over 30 years. But LOOP is
turning some of its operations around as exports surge after restrictions were lifted at
the end of 2015.

“Today, customers are seeking the optionality to safely and efficiently load or offioad,
which is a natural request for a port,” LOOP President Tom Shaw said in the statement.
“This service offers our customers the scalability to fully load a VLCC.*

LOOP will be competing with Corpus Christi, which in 2017 became the top oil-export
hub for the U.S. Canadian producers are looking for more options for selling their crude
to higher-priced markets around the world, lessening their dependence on U.S. refiners.

In recent years, shipping oil overseas has become more economical, thanks to low-cost
drilling methods unlocking vast deposits in West Texas and other areas. U.S. production
reached 9.6 million barrels a day in April 2015, according to the Energy Information
Administration.

Rising Output

Daily U.S. output is hovering at more than 9 million barrels, much of which is lighter than
what local refineries are configured to process. The excess is heading overseas,
boosting American exports above those from OPEC members Qatar, Libya, Ecuador
and Gabon. VLCC shipments to Asia are expected to jump 52-fold this year, shipping
analysts at McQuilling Partners Inc. said in a note. That makes a port able to load the
huge ships attractive to traders.

The additional capacity at LOOP could add another 300,000 barrels a day of U.S.
exports, according to Fielden.

“Professional exporters will be drawn to this as they will want to export more regularly.”
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To: Alvarado, Tina[Alvarado.Tina@epa.gov]; Jones, Bruced[Jones.Bruced@epa.gov}; Wilson,
Scott[Wilson.Js@epa.gov]; Gillespie, David[Gillespie.David@epa.gov]

From: Sweeney, Stephen

Sent: Tue 3/13/2018 1:52:04 PM

Subject: RE: LOOP congressional inquiry

Question: Process-wise, what is the status of LOOP’s NPDES permitting status?

Do they already have an expired, administratively continued NPDES permit up for re-
issuance?

Or are they saying that they don’t need one?

If they do have an old permit, is the renewal application complete? Are we waiting for
more information?

We want to be prepared to answer questions that we CAN if we get questions (instead
of answers to the question of “what should we prepare for people?”)

Thanks,

Steve

From: Sweeney, Stephen

Sent: Thursday, March 08, 2018 4:33 PM

To: Alvarado, Tina <Alvarado.Tina@epa.gov>; Jones, Bruced <Jones.Bruced@epa.gov>;
Wilson, Scott <Wilson.Js@epa.gov>; Gillespie, David <Gillespie. David@epa.gov>
Subject: RE: LOOP congressional inquiry

This appears to be the complete MARAD docket on LOOP
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httos:/fwww_reqgulations.cov/searchResults ?rpp=25&po=0&s=uscg-2000-
69818dei=FR%2ZBPRY%2BN%2BO%Z2BSR%2BPS

The change in 2005 looks like it was just a change of ownership.

From: Alvarado, Tina

Sent: Thursday, March 08, 2018 4:14 PM

To: Sweeney, Stephen <Sweenev.Stephen@epa.gov>; Jones, Bruced <Jones.Bruced@epa.gov>;
Wilson, Scott <Wilson Js@epa.gov>; Gillespie, David <Gillespie. David@epa.gov>

Subject: RE: LOOP congressional inquiry

See the addendum stating at pdf page 22. “...shall comply with all State laws, regulations and
program requirements relating to environmental protection, land and water use, and coastal
zone management.”

Not sure why they didn’t include “federal” or “air”.

From: Sweeney, Stephen

Sent: Thursday, March 08, 2018 11:03 AM

To: Alvarado, Tina <Alvarado.Tina@epa.gov>; Jones, Bruced <Jones.Bruced@epa.gov>;
Wilson, Scott <Wilson. Js(@epa.gov>; Gillespie, David <Gillespie. David@epa.gov>
Subject: RE: LOOP congressional inquiry

Googling the name “Gordon Arbuckle” and “Louisiana Offshore Oil Port”, | came across
the attached document on the MARAD site.

Unlike the more recent (mid-2000s) DPA licenses for LNG import facilities, this one
does not seem to include requirements to obtain and comply with things like NPDES
permits.
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| don’t know whether the LOOP license has been modified since the one attached.
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To: Payne, James[payne.james@epa.gov]; Siciliano, CarolAnn[Siciliano.CarolAnn@epa.govl;
Koslow, Karin[Koslow.Karin@epa.gov}; Packard, Elise[Packard.Elise@epa.gov]; Srinivasan,
Gautam[Srinivasan.Gautam@epa.gov}

Cc: Jones, Bruced[Jones.Bruced@epa.govl; Gillespie, David[Gillespie.David@epa.gov}; Alvarado,
Tina]Alvarado.Tina@epa.gov]; Smith, Suzanne[Smith.Suzanne@epa.gov]; Harrison,
Ben[Harrison.Ben@epa.gov}; Wehling, Carrie[Wehling.Carrie@epa.gov}; Sweeney,
Stephen[Sweeney.Stephen@epa.gov]

From: Neugeboren, Steven

Sent: Sat 3/10/2018 2:53:09 AM

Subject: RE: LOOP Permit Congressional call with the Administrator

This is the first I'm hearing of this. Issue needs to be managed to tee up in an orderly way for
our front office. I can’t tell if this is a water lead but if so a manager needs to take hold of this
tee this up in an orderly way for Matt and Dave and any others that would be advising the
administrator. Adding Steve and Carrie assuming this is in her area.

Steve Neugeboren

Associate General Counsel for Water
U.S. EPA

1200 Pennsylvania Ave., NW
Washington, DC 20460

202 (564-5488)

From: Payne, James

Sent: Friday, March 9, 2018 9:39 PM

To: Siciliano, CarolAnn <Siciliano.CarolAnn@epa.gov>; Koslow, Karin

<Koslow Karin@epa.gov>; Packard, Elise <Packard.Elise@epa.gov>; Srinivasan, Gautam
<Srinivasan.Gautam@epa.gov>; Neugeboren, Steven <Neugeboren.Steven@epa.gov>

Cc: Jones, Bruced <Jones.Bruced@epa.gov>; Gillespie, David <Gillespie.David@epa.gov>;
Alvarado, Tina <Alvarado.Tina@epa.gov>; Smith, Suzanne <Smith.Suzanne@epa.gov>;
Harrison, Ben <Harrison.Ben@epa.gov>

Subject: RE: LOOP Permit Congressional call with the Administrator

Hi Carol Ann, Karin and others — we have seen references this week to Congressman Graves
(LA) seeking to meet with the Administrator about the air and water permitting status of the
LOOP facility in the Gulf of Mexico. The facility also has NEPA and ESA considerations.
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Forwarding attached backgrounder to you in case helpful with meeting prep. In short, my
understanding is that this facility has evaded an air permit for decades and 1s resisting current
efforts to bring it under an air permit. And more recently it is contesting need for multi-decade
ongoing water permit. Ben Harrison and others here are familiar. Some recent internal
exchanges are below. Jim

From: Jones, Bruced

Sent: Tuesday, March 06, 2018 4:25 PM

To: Payne, James <payne.james(@epa.gov>; Smith, Suzanne <Smith.Suzanne@epa.gov>

Cc: Gillespie, David <Gillespie.David@epa.gov>; Alvarado, Tina <Alvarado.Tina@epa.gov>
Subject: FW: LOOP Permit Congressional call with the Administrator

Jim 1t looks like a congressman is wanting to talk the Administrator about Loop and water issues.

From: Sweeney, Stephen

Sent: Tuesday, March 06, 2018 2:14 PM

To: Jones, Bruced <Jones Bruced@epa.gov>

Subject: FW: LOOP Permit Congressional call with the Administrator

Bruce,

Does this sound like the full range of legal issues?

On the first one he flags, the CWA says that “discharge of a pollutant” include the
addition of a pollutant from a point sources other than “vessel or other floating craft”
outside a three mile territorial seas, but the relevant EPA reg at 40 CFR 122.2
(definitions) defining the term continues that the excluded source category is for a
“vessel or other floating craft which is being used as a means of transportation.” The
NPDES exclusion regulation at 40 CFR 122.3 explains “... This exclusion does not
apply to rubbish, trash, garbage, or other such materials discharged overboard; nor to
other discharges when the vessel is operating in a capacity other than as a means of
transportation such as when used as an energy or mining facility, a storage facility or a
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seafood processing facility, or when secured to a storage facility or a seafood
processing facility, or when secured to the bed of the ocean, contiguous zone or waters
of the United States for the purpose of mineral or oil exploration or development.
Therefore, discharges from an offshore LOOP facility would be discharge of a pollutant
requiring an NPDES permit.

Also, the Deepwater Port Act says that, for CWA purposes, a deepwater port is a “new
source.” The relevance is how CWA section 511(c)(1), which says nothing under the
CWA triggers NEPA except the issuance of an NPDES permit to a “new source” (and
the provision of a federal construction grant for a POTW under CWA section CWA 201
... which is now dead letter law because there are no construction grants under that
section anymore). Therefore, NEPA remains triggered to EPA’s NPDES permitting
action here.

Finally, on the toxicity point Scott makes, the way that would be evaluated under the
CWA is via application of the “ocean discharge criteria” under CWA section 403. The
way the statute reads, it is a “pass/fail” test. Under the implementing regulations, if EPA
is unable to make a determination that there will be “no unreasonable degradation of the
marine environment,” then the regs allow EPA to issue the permit with monitoring
conditions that will enable that determination later (after review of the monitoring resulis)
if EPA makes a determination of “no irreparable harm.”

Thanks,

Steve

From: Wilson, Scott

Sent: Tuesday, March 06, 2018 2:45 PM

To: Sweeney, Stephen <Sweeney.Stephen@epa.gov>

Subject: RE: LOOP Permit Congressional call with the Administrator

There are some new twists. Loop is claiming that EPA doesn’t have authority to issue the
NPDES permit, even though discharges are to Federal waters (greater than 3 miles offshore).
They are also claiming that no review is needed under NEPA, ESA, or EFH, which would be
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true if EPA doesn’t have NPDES authority. That could be the reason for saying that EPA
doesn’t have authority.

The Region believes that NEPA review is needed because only onshore construction activities
were addressed in the original 1980s vintage review. I suggest that they include OGC due to
several legal issues. LOOP supposedly has also recently added outside counsel in the DC area
(Gordon Arbuckle)

The significant water issue appears to be that the discharge is fairly toxic due to the high salinity
(318,500 ppm TDS versus seawater which is around 30,000 ppm TDS) and the part of the
discharge in state waters is made to waters impaired for aquatic life.

MARAD is renewing the port license and LOOP is asking for a modification to allow export
from the facility.

Scott Wilson

Acting Chief

Industrial Permits Branch

USEPA Office of Wastewater Management
1200 Pennsylvania Ave., NW

Washington, DC 20460

202-564-6087

Mail Code: 4203m

From: Sweeney, Stephen

Sent: Tuesday, March 06, 2018 2:30 PM

To: Wilson, Scott <Wilson Js@epa.gov>

Subject: FW: LOOP Permit Congressional call with the Administrator
Importance: High
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| recall that the water “issue” was about whether the application was complete.

Is there more than that?

From: Jones, Bruced

Sent: Tuesday, March 06, 2018 2:27 PM

To: Conrad, Daniel <conrad.daniel@ecpa.gov>; Sweeney, Stephen
<Sweeney.Stephen@epa.gov>

Subject: FW: LOOP Permit Congressional call with the Administrator
Importance: High

Something maybe coming your way. FYI

From: Alvarado, Tina

Sent: Tuesday, March 06, 2018 12:01 PM

To: Jones, Bruced <Jones Bruced@epa.gov>

Subject: FW: LOOP Permit Congressional call with the Administrator
Importance: High

FYI — this coming from the water side...

From: Dwyer, Stacey

Sent: Tuesday, March 06, 2018 12:00 PM

To: Garcia, David <Garcia.David@epa.gov>; Gray, David <gray.david@epa.gov>
Cc: Hamilton, Denise <Hamilton.Denise@epa.gov>; Lawrence, Rob
<Lawrence.Rob@epa.gov>; Payne, James <payne.james@epa.gov>; Alvarado, Tina
<Alvarado.Tina@epa.gov>; Harrison, Ben <Harrison.Ben@epa.gov>

Subject: FW: LOOP Permit Congressional call with the Administrator
Importance: High

Please notify Ann immediately.
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Stacey

From: Wilson, Scott

Sent: Tuesday, March 06, 2018 11:26 AM

To: Dwyer, Stacey <Dwyer.Stacey(@epa.gov>; Larsen, Brent <Larsen.Brent@epa.gov>;
Wooster, Richard <Wooster.Richard@epa.gov>

Subject: LOOP Permit Congressional call with the Administrator

We were told that Chairman Graves (LA) is planning to call the administrator regarding some
issue with the LOOP permit. Could you let me know what issues he may be raising so I can let
management here know?

Scott Wilson

Acting Chief

Industrial Permits Branch

USEPA Office of Wastewater Management
1200 Pennsylvania Ave., NW

Washington, DC 20460

202-564-6087

Mail Code: 4203m
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To: Siciliano, CarolAnn[Siciliano.CarolAnn@epa.gov]; Koslow, Karin[Koslow.Karin@epa.govl;
Packard, Elise[Packard.Elise@epa.gov]; Srinivasan, Gautam|[Srinivasan.Gautam@epa.govl;
Neugeboren, Steven[Neugeboren.Steven@epa.gov]

Cc: Jones, Bruced[Jones.Bruced@epa.govl; Gillespie, David[Gillespie.David@epa.gov}; Alvarado,
Tina[Alvarado.Tina@epa.gov};, Smith, Suzanne[Smith.Suzanne@epa.govl; Harrison,
Ben[Harrison.Ben@epa.gov}

From: Payne, James

Sent: Sat 3/10/2018 2:38:47 AM

Subject: RE: LOOP Permit Congressional call with the Administrator

LOOP bullet pointsbi.docx

Hi Carol Ann, Karin and others — we have seen references this week to Congressman Graves
(LA) seeking to meet with the Administrator about the air and water permitting status of the
LOOP facility in the Gulf of Mexico. The facility also has NEPA and ESA considerations.
Forwarding attached backgrounder to you in case helpful with meeting prep. In short, my
understanding is that this facility has evaded an air permit for decades and 1s resisting current
efforts to bring it under an air permit. And more recently it is contesting need for multi-decade
ongoing water permit. Ben Harrison and others here are familiar. Some recent internal
exchanges are below. Jim

From: Jones, Bruced

Sent: Tuesday, March 06, 2018 4:25 PM

To: Payne, James <payne.james@epa.gov>; Smith, Suzanne <Smith.Suzanne@epa.gov>

Cc: Gillespie, David <Gillespie.David@epa.gov>; Alvarado, Tina <Alvarado.Tina@epa.gov>
Subject: FW: LOOP Permit Congressional call with the Administrator

Jim 1t looks like a congressman is wanting to talk the Administrator about Loop and water issues.

From: Sweeney, Stephen

Sent: Tuesday, March 06, 2018 2:14 PM

To: Jones, Bruced <Jones Bruced@epa.gov>

Subject: FW: LOOP Permit Congressional call with the Administrator

Bruce,
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Does this sound like the full range of legal issues?

On the first one he flags, the CWA says that “discharge of a pollutant” include the
addition of a pollutant from a point sources other than “vessel or other floating craft”
outside a three mile territorial seas, but the relevant EPA reg at 40 CFR 122.2
(definitions) defining the term continues that the excluded source category is for a
“vessel or other floating craft which is being used as a means of transportation.” The
NPDES exclusion regulation at 40 CFR 122.3 explains “... This exclusion does not
apply to rubbish, trash, garbage, or other such materials discharged overboard; nor to
other discharges when the vessel is operating in a capacity other than as a means of
transportation such as when used as an energy or mining facility, a storage facility or a
seafood processing facility, or when secured to a storage facility or a seafood
processing facility, or when secured to the bed of the ocean, contiguous zone or waters
of the United States for the purpose of mineral or oil exploration or development.
Therefore, discharges from an offshore LOOP facility would be discharge of a pollutant
requiring an NPDES permit.

Also, the Deepwater Port Act says that, for CWA purposes, a deepwater port is a “new
source.” The relevance is how CWA section 511(c)(1), which says nothing under the
CWA triggers NEPA except the issuance of an NPDES permit to a “new source” (and
the provision of a federal construction grant for a POTW under CWA section CWA 201
... which is now dead letter law because there are no construction grants under that
section anymore). Therefore, NEPA remains triggered to EPA’s NPDES permitting
action here.

Finally, on the toxicity point Scott makes, the way that would be evaluated under the
CWA is via application of the “ocean discharge criteria” under CWA section 403. The
way the statute reads, it is a “pass/fail” test. Under the implementing regulations, if EPA
is unable to make a determination that there will be “no unreasonable degradation of the
marine environment,” then the regs allow EPA to issue the permit with monitoring
conditions that will enable that determination later (after review of the monitoring resulis)
if EPA makes a determination of “no irreparable harm.”

Thanks,

Steve
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From: Wilson, Scott

Sent: Tuesday, March 06, 2018 2:45 PM

To: Sweeney, Stephen <Sweeney.Stephen@epa.gov>

Subject: RE: LOOP Permit Congressional call with the Administrator

There are some new twists. Loop is claiming that EPA doesn’t have authority to issue the
NPDES permit, even though discharges are to Federal waters (greater than 3 miles offshore).
They are also claiming that no review is needed under NEPA, ESA, or EFH, which would be
true if EPA doesn’t have NPDES authority. That could be the reason for saying that EPA
doesn’t have authority.

The Region believes that NEPA review is needed because only onshore construction activities
were addressed in the original 1980s vintage review. I suggest that they include OGC due to
several legal issues. LOOP supposedly has also recently added outside counsel in the DC area
(Gordon Arbuckle)

The significant water issue appears to be that the discharge is fairly toxic due to the high salinity
(318,500 ppm TDS versus seawater which is around 30,000 ppm TDS) and the part of the
discharge in state waters is made to waters impaired for aquatic life.

MARAD is renewing the port license and LOOP is asking for a modification to allow export
from the facility.

Scott Wilson

Acting Chief

Industrial Permits Branch

USEPA Office of Wastewater Management
1200 Pennsylvania Ave., NW

Washington, DC 20460
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202-564-6087

Mail Code: 4203m

From: Sweeney, Stephen

Sent: Tuesday, March 06, 2018 2:30 PM

To: Wilson, Scott <Wilson.Js@epa.gov>

Subject: FW: LOOP Permit Congressional call with the Administrator
Importance: High

| recall that the water “issue” was about whether the application was complete.

Is there more than that?

From: Jones, Bruced

Sent: Tuesday, March 06, 2018 2:27 PM

To: Conrad, Daniel <conrad.daniel@ecpa.gov>; Sweeney, Stephen
<Sweeney.Stephen@epa.gov>

Subject: FW: LOOP Permit Congressional call with the Administrator
Importance: High

Something maybe coming your way. FYI

From: Alvarado, Tina

Sent: Tuesday, March 06, 2018 12:01 PM

To: Jones, Bruced <Jones Bruced@epa.gov>

Subject: FW: LOOP Permit Congressional call with the Administrator
Importance: High

FYI — this coming from the water side...
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From: Dwyer, Stacey

Sent: Tuesday, March 06, 2018 12:00 PM

To: Garcia, David <Garcia.David@epa.gov>; Gray, David <gray.david@epa.gov>
Cc: Hamilton, Denise <Hamilton.Denise@epa.gov>; Lawrence, Rob
<Lawrence.Rob@epa.gov>; Payne, James <payne.james@epa.gov>; Alvarado, Tina
<Alvarado.Tina@epa.gov>; Harrison, Ben <Harrison.Ben@epa.gov>

Subject: FW: LOOP Permit Congressional call with the Administrator

Importance: High

Please notify Ann immediately.

Stacey

From: Wilson, Scott

Sent: Tuesday, March 06, 2018 11:26 AM

To: Dwyer, Stacey <Dwyer.Stacey(@epa.gov>; Larsen, Brent <Larsen.Brent@epa.gov>;
Wooster, Richard <Wooster.Richard@epa.gov>

Subject: LOOP Permit Congressional call with the Administrator

We were told that Chairman Graves (LA) is planning to call the administrator regarding some
issue with the LOOP permit. Could you let me know what issues he may be raising so I can let
management here know?

Scott Wilson

Acting Chief

Industrial Permits Branch

USEPA Office of Wastewater Management
1200 Pennsylvania Ave., NW

Washington, DC 20460

202-564-6087
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Louisiana Offshore Qil Port (LOOP)
Background:

o Under the Deepwater Port Act (DPA) of 1974, the Department of Transportation (DOT)
originally licensed LOOP as an offshore oil import facility on December 19, 1976. LOOP
has both onshore / near shore and offshore facilities. Onshore / near shore facilities and
discharges are regulated by LDEQ under the Clean Water Act and Clean Air Act. LOOP
has operated as an import DPA terminal since 1981.

o The Offshore Marine Terminal is part of the LOOP Deepwater Port Complex and is
located roughly 18 nautical miles off the coast of Louisiana, in the Gulf of Mexico
outside of the state territorial waters. The Offshore Marine Terminal consists of a
pumping platform, control platform and three single-point mooring buoys used for the
offloading / on-loading of crude tankers.

e The Maritime Administration (MARAD) for DOT and the US Coast Guard (USCG) assume
lead agency responsibilities for consulting with other Federal and State agencies under
the DPA. LOOP submitted a request to amend the Operations Manual contained in the
existing deepwater port license to convert a portion of the existing crude oil importing
operation to accommodate crude oil exporting operations, which were initiated on
February 16, 2018. The USCG and MARAD are serving to integrate the project analysis
and consultation required in accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act
(NEPA) and the DPA.

e |DEQ and Region 6 have individually and now jointly issues the CWA NPDES permit for
onshore, near shore (state waters) and offshore {Federal waters) discharges. The last
NPDES permit expired over 4 years ago, but has been administratively extended for
existing discharges while a new permit with additional discharge points can be proposed
and finalized. LOOP has more recently asserted that they no longer believe that they
are subject to CWA jurisdiction. This seems an odd assertion since they have had a
NPDES permit from Region 6 for the last 40 years and are currently operating under an
administratively continued permit. LOOP had not shared with us its rational for their
new position.

e | DEQ has issued CAA permits for only the onshore emission points. There has never
been a CAA permit (Title | or Title V) for emissions from the Offshore Marine Terminal.

LOOP’s position is that they are not subject to EPA jurisdiction under the CAA.

e Inresponding to inquiries from MARAD and USCG about LOOP’s permit status under its
existing import configuration and proposed export configuration, it became apparent
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that the existing 40 year old Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) was inadequate to
support issuance of the NPDES permit with additional discharges under NEPA nor were
the consultations with the US Fish & Wildlife Service and NOAA Fisheries for compliance
with the Endangered Species Act (ESA), the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and
Management Act (MSFCMA), and the Marine Mammal Protection Act (MMPA) in place
for any EPA permitting decision.

EPA Actions:

e Region 6 has participated / hosted a series of conference calls with other Federal
agencies (MARAD, USCG, FWS, NOAA Fisheries, DOE’s Bureau of Ocean Energy
Management, and DOV's Office of the Solicitor) on the concerns raised regarding LOOP’s
federal permit status. There is universal agreement among the Federal agencies that
LOOP is a “new source” under the CAA and CWA based on language in the DPA and that
LOOP’s Offshore Marine Terminal is a deepwater port under the DPA and not an outer
continental shelf source under the Outer Continental Shelf Lands Act and therefore
excluded from EPA jurisdiction under CAA, Section 328.

e Region 6 Water Division and ORC met with FWS and NOAA Fisheries to outline the
consultation process and requirements to be followed to comply with ESA, MSFCMA,
and MMPA. Water Division and ORC have examined options to supplement the old EIS
to reflect the proposed NPDES discharges.

e Region 6 MuitiMedia Division and ORC have held several conference calls with LOOP’s
outside counsels explaining our position that LOOP is subject to the Clean Air Act under
EPA jurisdiction but that the nature of the permitting scheme is dependent on
operational factors that only the company can provide. A technical discussion with all
parties (EPA, LDEQ, LOOP) is being organized in the immediate future.

Talking Points:

e EPA and LDEQ desire to move forward with the proposed joint NPDES permit in the near
future if the resolution of the NEPA and consultations can be achieved in a timely
manner. LOOP has more recently asserted that they no longer believe that they are
subject to CWA jurisdiction. This seems an odd assertion since they have had a NPDES
permit from Region 6 for the {ast 40 years and are currently operating under an
administratively continued permit. LOOP had not shared with us its rational for their
new position. We need to discuss with LOOP their basis for this position.

o While EPA’s position is that LOOP needs at least a CAA Title V permit, no decision on
other CAA permit requirements can be made without a full disclosure of the company of
the operations at the Offshore Marine Terminal, including equipment, emissions
inventory, and chronology of the construction, any replacement of equipment over
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time, and operations.

INTERNALLY, EPA has discussed options that would allow LOOP to continue to operate
while the CAA permit status is resolved, including a schedule to obtain any necessary
permits.
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Louisiana Offshore Qil Port (LOOP)
Background:

o Under the Deepwater Port Act (DPA) of 1974, the Department of Transportation (DOT)
originally licensed LOOP as an offshore oil import facility on December 19, 1976. LOOP
has both onshore / near shore and offshore facilities. Onshore / near shore facilities and
discharges are regulated by LDEQ under the Clean Water Act and Clean Air Act. LOOP
has operated as an import DPA terminal since 1981.

o The Offshore Marine Terminal is part of the LOOP Deepwater Port Complex and is
located roughly 18 nautical miles off the coast of Louisiana, in the Gulf of Mexico
outside of the state territorial waters. The Offshore Marine Terminal consists of a
pumping platform, control platform and three single-point mooring buoys used for the
offloading / on-loading of crude tankers.

e The Maritime Administration (MARAD) for DOT and the US Coast Guard (USCG) assume
lead agency responsibilities for consulting with other Federal and State agencies under
the DPA. LOOP submitted a request to amend the Operations Manual contained in the
existing deepwater port license to convert a portion of the existing crude oil importing
operation to accommodate crude oil exporting operations, which were initiated on
February 16, 2018. The USCG and MARAD are serving to integrate the project analysis
and consultation required in accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act
(NEPA) and the DPA.

e |DEQ and Region 6 have individually and now jointly issues the CWA NPDES permit for
onshore, near shore (state waters) and offshore {Federal waters) discharges. The last
NPDES permit expired over 4 years ago, but has been administratively extended for
existing discharges while a new permit with additional discharge points can be proposed
and finalized. LOOP has more recently asserted that they no longer believe that they
are subject to CWA jurisdiction. This seems an odd assertion since they have had a
NPDES permit from Region 6 for the last 40 years and are currently operating under an
administratively continued permit. LOOP had not shared with us its rational for their
new position.

e | DEQ has issued CAA permits for only the onshore emission points. There has never
been a CAA permit (Title | or Title V) for emissions from the Offshore Marine Terminal.

LOOP’s position is that they are not subject to EPA jurisdiction under the CAA.

e Inresponding to inquiries from MARAD and USCG about LOOP’s permit status under its
existing import configuration and proposed export configuration, it became apparent

ED_001774D_00000193-00001





that the existing 40 year old Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) was inadequate to
support issuance of the NPDES permit with additional discharges under NEPA nor were
the consultations with the US Fish & Wildlife Service and NOAA Fisheries for compliance
with the Endangered Species Act (ESA), the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and
Management Act (MSFCMA), and the Marine Mammal Protection Act (MMPA) in place
for any EPA permitting decision.

EPA Actions:

e Region 6 has participated / hosted a series of conference calls with other Federal
agencies (MARAD, USCG, FWS, NOAA Fisheries, DOE’s Bureau of Ocean Energy
Management, and DOV's Office of the Solicitor) on the concerns raised regarding LOOP’s
federal permit status. There is universal agreement among the Federal agencies that
LOOP is a “new source” under the CAA and CWA based on language in the DPA and that
LOOP’s Offshore Marine Terminal is a deepwater port under the DPA and not an outer
continental shelf source under the Outer Continental Shelf Lands Act and therefore
excluded from EPA jurisdiction under CAA, Section 328.

e Region 6 Water Division and ORC met with FWS and NOAA Fisheries to outline the
consultation process and requirements to be followed to comply with ESA, MSFCMA,
and MMPA. Water Division and ORC have examined options to supplement the old EIS
to reflect the proposed NPDES discharges.

e Region 6 MuitiMedia Division and ORC have held several conference calls with LOOP’s
outside counsels explaining our position that LOOP is subject to the Clean Air Act under
EPA jurisdiction but that the nature of the permitting scheme is dependent on
operational factors that only the company can provide. A technical discussion with all
parties (EPA, LDEQ, LOOP) is being organized in the immediate future.

Talking Points:

e EPA and LDEQ desire to move forward with the proposed joint NPDES permit in the near
future if the resolution of the NEPA and consultations can be achieved in a timely
manner.

o While EPA’s position is that LOOP needs at least a CAA Title V permit, no decision on
other CAA permit requirements can be made without a full disclosure of the company of
the operations at the Offshore Marine Terminal, including equipment, emissions
inventory, and chronology of the construction, any replacement of equipment over
time, and operations.

o |INTERNALLY, EPA has discussed options that would allow LOOP to continue to operate

while the CAA permit status is resolved, including a schedule to obtain any necessary
permits.
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To: Stenger, Wren[stenger.wren@epa.govl; Price, Lisa[Price.Lisa@epa.gov]; Garcia,
David[Garcia.David@epa.gov}; Dwyer, Stacey[Dwyer.Stacey@epa.gov]; Payne,
James[payne.james@epa.gov}

From: Lawrence, Rob

Sent: Fri 3/9/2018 8:52:39 PM

Subject: LOOP meeting with Regional Administrator

Tim Hardy’s office called to let me know that they have coordinated with Odessa on the RA’s
schedule. Friday, February 23 at 10:00am is the available date for a meeting. His office was to
coordinate with LOOP next. But we are assuming that LOOP can make that date.

The idea that I had presented to Tim was for an informal meeting without a lot in attendance. But
I suspect that we will get guidance from the RA’s office on who should attend.

Rob Lawrence
Region 6
Policy Advisor - Energy Issues

214.665.6580
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To: Alvarado, Tina[Alvarado.Tina@epa.gov]; Jones, Bruced[Jones.Bruced@epa.gov}; Wilson,
Scott[Wilson.Js@epa.gov]; Gillespie, David[Gillespie.David@epa.gov]

From: Sweeney, Stephen

Sent: Thur 3/8/2018 9:30:32 PM

Subject: RE: LOOP congressional inquiry

This appears to be the complete MARAD docket on LOOP

httos:/fwww_reqgulations.cov/searchResults ?rpp=25&po=0&s=uscg-2000-
69818dei=FR%2ZBPRY%2BN%2BO%Z2BSR%2BPS

The change in 2005 looks like it was just a change of ownership.

From: Alvarado, Tina

Sent: Thursday, March 08, 2018 4:14 PM

To: Sweeney, Stephen <Sweeney.Stephen@epa.gov>; Jones, Bruced <Jones.Bruced@epa.gov>;
Wilson, Scott <Wilson.Js@epa.gov>; Gillespie, David <Gillespie. David@epa.gov>

Subject: RE: LOOP congressional inquiry

See the addendum stating at pdf page 22. “...shall comply with all State laws, regulations and
program requirements relating to environmental protection, land and water use, and coastal
zone management.”

Not sure why they didn’t include “federal” or “air”.

From: Sweeney, Stephen

Sent: Thursday, March 08, 2018 11:03 AM

To: Alvarado, Tina <Alvarado.Tina@epa.gov>; Jones, Bruced <Jones.Bruced@epa.gov>;
Wilson, Scott <Wilson Js@epa.gov>; Gillespie, David <Gillespie. David@epa.gov>
Subject: RE: LOOP congressional inquiry

Googling the name “Gordon Arbuckle” and “Louisiana Offshore Oil Port”, | came across
the attached document on the MARAD site.
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Unlike the more recent (mid-2000s) DPA licenses for LNG import facilities, this one
does not seem to include requirements to obtain and comply with things like NPDES
permits.

| don’t know whether the LOOP license has been modified since the one attached.
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To: Alvarado, Tina[Alvarado.Tina@epa.gov}
From: Gillespie, David

Sent: Wed 8/23/2017 9:39:31 PM

Subject: RE: LOOP permit

Actually, looks like it is a Whole Effluent Toxicity issue.

David Gillespie

gillespie. david@epa.gov

From: Alvarado, Tina

Sent: Wednesday, August 23,2017 4:36 PM

To: Gillespie, David <Gillespie.David@epa.gov>
Subject: RE: LOOP permit

Have they submitted an application?

From: Gillespie, David

Sent: Wednesday, August 23,2017 2:05 PM

To: Harrison, Ben <Harrison.Ben@epa.gov>; Ryland, Renea <Ryland.Renca@epa.gov>;
Alvarado, Tina <Alvarado.Tina@epa.gov>

Subject: LOOP permit

[ know this (see below) that I received from Rob Lawrence.

The contact would be me for water, and Tina A. for cross-cutting, since Patrick left.
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David Gillespie

gillespie. david@epa.gov

From: Lawrence, Rob
Sent: Tuesday, July 25,2017 11:57 AM

To: Dwyer, Stacey <Dwyer.Stacey@epa.gov>; Larsen, Brent <Larsen.Brent@epa.gov>; Chen,

Isaac <Chen.Isaac(@epa.gov>; Hamilton, Denise <Hamilton. Denise@epa.gov>; Gillespie, David

<Gillespie David@epa.gov>; Alvarado, Tina <Alvarado.Tina@epa.gov>

Subject: Bloomberg News: America’s Biggest Oil Port Looks to Be Hub for Shale Exports

(LOOP in the News)

Hmmm

Rob Lawrence
Region 6
Policy Advisor - Energy Issues

214.665.6580

From: Casso, Ruben

Sent: Tuesday, July 25,2017 11:41 AM

To: Lawrence, Rob <Lawrence.Rob@epa.gov>

Subject: America’s Biggest Oil Port Looks to Be Hub for Shale Exports

America’s Biggest Oil Port Looks to Be Hub for Shale Exports
Posted: Jul 25, 2017, 8:14 AM EDT

By Hailey Waller and Sheela Tobben
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The biggest U.S. oil-import hub wants to grab a piece of surging North American crude
exports.

Louisiana Offshore Oil Port, the only terminal along the U.S. Gulf Coast able to handle a
fully laden supertanker, is gauging interest from shippers in sending crude overseas on
the world’s biggest ships by early next year. The port would continue to take in foreign
oil, LOOP LLC said in an emailed statement July 24.

Ports are competing to fill the needs of domestic oil producers looking for outlets for
their growing supply. At the same time, the boom from U.S. shale fields and Canadian
oil-sands mines has reduced refiners’ need for imported oil. LOOP’s ability to handle
tankers capable of carrying 2 million barrels in their holds would reduce shipping costs
for companies looking to send crude to refiners in Asia.

“LOORP is the most obvious place for U.S. crude exports since as a deepwater port it
makes it more manageable to load up a large ship such as a VLCC,” Sandy Fielden,
director of commodities and energy research at Morningstar Inc., said by phone from
Austin, Texas. “lt makes huge sense from a logistical perspective as it will allow for
more efficient cargo shipments.”

Currently, shippers have to load oil onto smaller tankers in ports such as Houston or
Corpus Christi, Texas, that then transfer their cargoes onto Very Large Crude Carriers
sitting offshore. That adds cost and time to the shipments. While Corpus Christi
received its first VLCC at the end of May, the port’'s channel isn’t deep enough for a ship
that size to load a full cargo.

Nigerian and Saudi Arabian oil will continue being unloaded from massive supertankers
at LOOP’s marine terminal 17 miles offshore and pumped into storage caverns one-third
of a mile under its Clovelly Hub in Louisiana, as it has for over 30 years. But LOOP is
turning some of its operations around as exports surge after restrictions were lifted at
the end of 2015.

“Today, customers are seeking the optionality to safely and efficiently load or offioad,
which is a natural request for a port,” LOOP President Tom Shaw said in the statement.
“This service offers our customers the scalability to fully load a VLCC.*

LOOP will be competing with Corpus Christi, which in 2017 became the top oil-export
hub for the U.S. Canadian producers are looking for more options for selling their crude
to higher-priced markets around the world, lessening their dependence on U.S. refiners.

In recent years, shipping oil overseas has become more economical, thanks to low-cost
drilling methods unlocking vast deposits in West Texas and other areas. U.S. production
reached 9.6 million barrels a day in April 2015, according to the Energy Information
Administration.

Rising Output
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Daily U.S. output is hovering at more than 9 million barrels, much of which is lighter than
what local refineries are configured to process. The excess is heading overseas,
boosting American exports above those from OPEC members Qatar, Libya, Ecuador
and Gabon. VLCC shipments to Asia are expected to jump 52-fold this year, shipping
analysts at McQuilling Partners Inc. said in a note. That makes a port able to load the
huge ships attractive to traders.

The additional capacity at LOOP could add another 300,000 barrels a day of U.S.
exports, according to Fielden.

“Professional exporters will be drawn to this as they will want to export more regularly.”
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To: Harrison, Ben[Harrison.Ben@epa.govl]; Ryland, Renea[Ryland.Renea@epa.gov]; Alvarado,
Tina]Alvarado.Tina@epa.gov}

From: Gillespie, David

Sent: Wed 8/23/2017 7:04:56 PM

Subject: LOOP permit

[ know this (see below) that I received from Rob Lawrence.

The contact would be me for water, and Tina A. for cross-cutting, since Patrick left.

David Gillespie

gillespie. david@epa.gov

From: Lawrence, Rob

Sent: Tuesday, July 25,2017 11:57 AM

To: Dwyer, Stacey <Dwyer.Stacey@epa.gov>; Larsen, Brent <Larsen.Brent@epa.gov>; Chen,
Isaac <Chen.Isaac@epa.gov>; Hamilton, Denise <Hamilton.Denise@epa.gov>; Gillespie, David
<Gillespie.David@epa.gov>; Alvarado, Tina <Alvarado.Tina@epa.gov>

Subject: Bloomberg News: America’s Biggest Oil Port Looks to Be Hub for Shale Exports
(LOOP in the News)

Hmmm

Rob Lawrence

Region 6

Policy Advisor - Energy Issues

214.665.6580
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From: Casso, Ruben

Sent: Tuesday, July 25,2017 11:41 AM

To: Lawrence, Rob <Lawrence.Rob@epa.gov>

Subject: America’s Biggest Oil Port Looks to Be Hub for Shale Exports

America’s Biggest Oil Port Looks to Be Hub for Shale Exports
Posted: Jul 25, 2017, 8:14 AM EDT

By Hailey Waller and Sheela Tobben

The biggest U.S. oil-import hub wants to grab a piece of surging North American crude
exports.

Louisiana Offshore Oil Port, the only terminal along the U.S. Gulf Coast able to handle a
fully laden supertanker, is gauging interest from shippers in sending crude overseas on
the world’s biggest ships by early next year. The port would continue to take in foreign
oil, LOOP LLC said in an emailed statement July 24.

Ports are competing to fill the needs of domestic oil producers looking for outlets for
their growing supply. At the same time, the boom from U.S. shale fields and Canadian
oil-sands mines has reduced refiners’ need for imported oil. LOOP’s ability to handle
tankers capable of carrying 2 million barrels in their holds would reduce shipping costs
for companies looking to send crude to refiners in Asia.

“LOORP is the most obvious place for U.S. crude exports since as a deepwater port it
makes it more manageable to load up a large ship such as a VLCC,” Sandy Fielden,
director of commodities and energy research at Morningstar Inc., said by phone from
Austin, Texas. “lt makes huge sense from a logistical perspective as it will allow for
more efficient cargo shipments.”

Currently, shippers have to load oil onto smaller tankers in ports such as Houston or
Corpus Christi, Texas, that then transfer their cargoes onto Very Large Crude Carriers
sitting offshore. That adds cost and time to the shipments. While Corpus Christi
received its first VLCC at the end of May, the port’'s channel isn’t deep enough for a ship
that size to load a full cargo.

Nigerian and Saudi Arabian oil will continue being unloaded from massive supertankers
at LOOP’s marine terminal 17 miles offshore and pumped into storage caverns one-third
of a mile under its Clovelly Hub in Louisiana, as it has for over 30 years. But LOOP is
turning some of its operations around as exports surge after restrictions were lifted at
the end of 2015.
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“Today, customers are seeking the optionality to safely and efficiently load or offioad,
which is a natural request for a port,” LOOP President Tom Shaw said in the statement.
“This service offers our customers the scalability to fully load a VLCC.*

LOOP will be competing with Corpus Christi, which in 2017 became the top oil-export
hub for the U.S. Canadian producers are looking for more options for selling their crude
to higher-priced markets around the world, lessening their dependence on U.S. refiners.

In recent years, shipping oil overseas has become more economical, thanks to low-cost
drilling methods unlocking vast deposits in West Texas and other areas. U.S. production
reached 9.6 million barrels a day in April 2015, according to the Energy Information
Administration.

Rising Output

Daily U.S. output is hovering at more than 9 million barrels, much of which is lighter than
what local refineries are configured to process. The excess is heading overseas,
boosting American exports above those from OPEC members Qatar, Libya, Ecuador
and Gabon. VLCC shipments to Asia are expected to jump 52-fold this year, shipping
analysts at McQuilling Partners Inc. said in a note. That makes a port able to load the
huge ships attractive to traders.

The additional capacity at LOOP could add another 300,000 barrels a day of U.S.
exports, according to Fielden.

“Professional exporters will be drawn to this as they will want to export more regularly.”
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